and were asked to take a neutral expression. Left-and right-profile views were made by mirror-reversing the original profile photograph, so that 120 stimuli (40 posers x 3 orientations) were available. These were used to prepare 60 pairs of faces, each pair consisting of two different faces of the same sex with the same orientation and of about the same age. In addition, 80 slides were prepared as targets. There were four series of 20 targets, with 10 female and 10 male targets in each series; 20 targets were full faces shown in the left visual field (LVF), 20 were full faces shown in the right visual field (RVF), 20 were left-profile views shown in the LVF, and 20 were right-profile views displayed in the RVF. We intensively used a betweensubjects design, and each target face was shown to a given subject only once. The targets were laterally displayed left or right from the fixation point (viewing distance = 130 cm). They were centered 7.9? from this point and were 8.3? wide. The faces were unfamiliar.
Subjects sat facing a screen, the head maintained by a head rest. First they were shown the target laterally displayed for 125 ms. After a 1-s interval, they were shown a pair of horizontal, centrally displayed faces; one of these was the target, and the subject had to point to it by using the hand ipsilateral to the hemifield in which the target had been displayed. In addition, subjects were asked to state the criteria used to make their decision. Within each condition (and subject), 10 trials were formed with the target shown in the LVF, and 10 with the target in the RVF. The order of trials was randomized. Four experimental conditions were used, with 10 female and 10 male subjects in each. In two conditions (identical), targets and pairs were taken with an identical orientation, either full face or profile; in the other two (different), the targets and pairs differed in orientation (full face vs. profile, or profile vs. full face). Therefore, the identical condition concerned stimulus recognition, and the different condition involved a face recognition.
Subjects were 80 young (mean age = 21.4 years), right-handed normals. Ten female and 10 male subjects were randomly assigned to each of the four experimental conditions.
The mean number of correct responses (of 10) by visual field, condition, and sex of subjects, is shown in Table 1 . A three-way mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used, with sex and conditions as the between-subjects factors and the visual field as the within-subjects factor. Sex did not contribute to variance, either as a main effect or in interaction. The significant main Table 1 The elderly subjects clearly preferred global criteria, whereas no clear preference appeared for young subjects. This applied when all the trials were considered (age effect: F = 7.77, df = 1, 36, p < .01) as well as when only correct responses were retained (F = 4.93, df = 1, 36, p < .05). Finally, when effective global criteria were analyzed, a significant Age x Sex x Visual Field interaction appeared (F = 6.6, df = 1, 36, p < 0.05). The number of effective global criteria was higher (a) in the LVF than in the RVF for both young and elderly female subjects; (b) for male than for female subjects (whatever the age) when the RVF was considered; and (c) for elderly than for young subjects in the four Sex x Visual Field combinations. This effect did not appear for analytic criteria. Returning to our main experiment, we note that the task was difficult enough to avoid ceiling effects and, as expected, that face recognition was more difficult than stimulus recognition. Another observation was expected, namely that only face recognition (i.e., the different condition) induced lateral differences. This conclusion is in agreement with that of Bertelson et al. (1979) . However, the direction of this asymmetry was unexpected: An RVF advantage appeared for face recognition, and there were no differences between face and stimulus recognition in the RVF. In other words, the task was particularly hard when a face recognition had to be made in the LVF. This result cannot be explained by the physical properties of the input. Indeed, the stimuli were relatively great, as was their eccentricity. According to Sergent (1983) , these conditions should have favored a right-hemisphere (LVF) strategy. However, task requirements can account for this observation. In each trial, the subject had to choose between two faces that were matched for age, sex, and orientation; thus, the stimuli presented on the recognition board were difficult to discriminate. In addition, the subject was asked to match a full-face target with a complete profile, which is difficult. Consequently, this unexpected pattern of asymmetry could be linked with the task difficulty (Sergent & Bindra, 1981) : Left-hemisphere visuospatial competences seem to be reinforced when the difficulty increases. With this line of interpretation, we note that subjects tended to prefer global criteria in the different condition. Such a strategy may seem strange, because an analytic approach would be more appropriate for the different, difficult matching task. Therefore, we suspect that the unexpected pattern of asymmetry results from an inadequate strategy. However, this strategy was perhaps imposed by the full face/complete profile matching. In sum, when target and test faces differed in orientation, subjects used the global strategy that is typical of the right hemisphere (LVF) but that is less effective than the analytic one. As a supplementary argument, we note that such a strategy was highly effective in the RVF, as no condition effect appeared. Although the accuracy of elderly subjects did not differ from that of young subjects in the identical condition, the elderly people preferred to use global criteria even in this condition. This strategy could be the best one, because it was more effective in the old than in the young subjects, whatever the stimulated hemifield. In addition, in this stimulus-recognition task, global criteria were particularly effective for stimuli shown in the LVF, at least for female subjects. 1. Sometimes, several criteria were mentioned after a single trial by the subjects, so the means can be higher than 10, by experimental condition and hemifield. The criteria have been classified into three categories: global criteria concerning the face but not specific facial features (size, general impression, likeability, agreeableness, etc.); analytic criteria concerning specific facial features (nose, eyes, mouth, chin, complexion, etc.); "other" criteria which were rare and did not concern the face per se (orientation, neck, etc.).
